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TheFinancing of Universal Early Care and Education famerica’s Childrerproject seeks to assess the costs of financiryg e
and education (ECE) in conjunction with colleagimeBlississippi. Important to such work is determgithe costs of specific
elements of the early care and education systeme. plirpose of this document is to guide that psoces

The document contains a series of work charts wenchespond to different critical domains of theormation needed. Specifically,
the project will need information on:

l. Compensation (includdé®atios and Mix of Staff)
Il. Professional Development
[l Regulation

V. Governance and Administration
A. Governance
B. Accreditation
C. Resource & Referral (R&R) Network
D. Family Child Care Network
E. Management Information Systems

V. Specifications for Financing Approaches

For each of these areas, there will be a seriessifelements or assumptions upon which your opgare needed. Associated with
each cost element is space for you to agree, @&sagr provide alternate recommendations. Itigigated that groups will work
together on each of the work charts, coming up @itlonsensus opinion that represents the informé&ide used in the Unit Cost
work. Once this information is completed by cofjeas in Mississippi, theniversal Financing of Early Care and Educatiproject
will be able to complete its work. Please noté tigile we have included components of both tragrinfrastructure and delivery in
the domain of “Professional Development” and stitestimplementation, and functions for “Family @hfare Network,” for your
consideration in system design, we will not be ablbuild bottom-up cost estimates for these eldmen
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The material contained in the work charts in sedibthrough IV was developed in concert with nadloconsultants in the early care
and education field, who wrote and reviewed comimines] papers on the topics, and then renderedlbsirjudgments in each area.
These materials have been designed as a guideitacehfirmation, rejection, or modification oféhssues under consideration.
Where Mississippi rejects the experts’ recommendatialternate recommendations are necessaryddiilancing Team to carry
out its work. Please note, however, that in edd¢heareas where it is relevant, we have presdmtedcenarios: “minimum
adequate,” or that which could be implemented avieve-year timeframe; and “ideal,” which would &gainable over a period of
about 15 years. In your deliberations, it wouldhlegful to also consider “minimum adequate” arakél” conditions.

Section V is designed to guide the Mississippi t&éateveloping specifications for different finangiapproaches to be considered in
our collaborative work on thiginancing of Universal Early Care and EducatiBnoject. After receiving these specificationg, th
Financing Team will develop analyses of costs amghicts of the alternative financing approachespatidies. The results will then
be distilled into a workable number of comparisonsonsultation with the Mississippi team leadgpshlhe Mississippi team will
have an opportunity to review these comparativéyaaa and request some refinements or additioralypaptions to consider.
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l. COMPENSATION

.1 STAFF RATIOS AND MIX OF STAFF BY POSITION FOR CENTERS

The national consultants recommended a certain auoflchildren per adult for each age group ofdrieih and each type of care. In
order to recommend staff training and credentidiavgls, estimates were developed based on the erunhistaff and mix of
credentials, under Minimum Adequate and Ideal stesiahat would be needed to serve 100 childrahergeneral population (not

in a particular center) for three age groups: itd§atoddlers, and preschoolers. These recommengatiere based on the assumption
that as professionalization increased, the rati@hitdren to adults could be higher.

Using the grid that follows each of the nationatgatants’ recommendations, please determine homy siaff per 100 children you
would like to see for each scenario and age gréupitil based on desired ratios; then spread timsber across the mix of education
and position keeping in mind the general princigledined above. Include directors in the ratind ataff mix. The shaded areas
indicate places where the national consultantdHelt staff of certain educational levels shoultlm®in the corresponding positions.
You can, of course, disagree and modify their revenmdations.

The formula for computing the child:adult ratioritdhe number of staff per 100 children is (100/nantf staff). The formula for
determining how many staff per 100 children frora thild:adult ratios you recommend is (100/# ofdriein per adult). At the end of
this section, you will have an opportunity to sethhe number and types of family support persofmehild care centers.

{See next page for the national consultants’ recomemdations of staff mix by position and education foeach scenario and age
group of child, followed by blank grids for the Mississippi recommendations}

Abbreviations for Educational Degrees:

HS = High School

CDA = Child Development Associate (Credential)
AA = Associates Degree

BA = Bachelor’s Degree

MA = Master’s Degree

Ph.D = Doctor of Philosophy
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MINIMUM ADEQUATE SCENARIO: INFANTS (0 — 11 months) (Accomplish in 3-5 year time span)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 3.4 = Total Number of Staffer 100 Children: 29
(These ratios include directors.)

l. Personngl Hs HS+15 CR |HS+30 CR OR CDAJHS + 45 CR

Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

1) Please fill in the number of children, per agidr this scenario and age group: 4 (not including the director)
2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thisages to: 25
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyemn want in each position with each level of ediacedt! attainment.

Il Personne BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director Director 1

IAssistant Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

Asst. Teacher
DC = all certificate programs that meet criteria * DC within one year (DC=Director’s Credential)
AA — Child DevelopmentTechnology/ Early Childhoodugation
ALL degrees referenced are in early childhood/ctégelopment
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MINIMUM ADEQUATE SCENARIO: TODDLERS (12 — 35 months)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 6.3 = Total Number of Staffgg 100 Children: 16
(These ratios include directors.)

1. Personng¢l Hs BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director 1.70

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

1) Please fill in the number of children, per adidr this scenario and age group: (not including director)

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigatgs to: 14.3
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyen want in each position with each level of edigre! attainment.

V. Personne BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director

IAssistant Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

Asst. Teacher
* achieve within one year
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MINIMUM ADEQUATE SCENARIO: PRE-SCHOOLERS (36 months — 5 years)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 8.3 = Total Number of Staffgy 100 Children: 12
(These ratios include directors.)

V. Personngl Hs HS+15 CR |HS+30 CR OR CDAJHS + 45 CR

Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

(not including director)

1) Please fill in the number of children, per agidr this scenario and age group:

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigadgs to: 11.1
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyen want in each position with each level of ediacet! attainment.

VI. Personne HS+15 CR |HS+30 CR OR CDA|HS + 45 CR

Director

IAssistant Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

Asst. Teacher

* Complete DC in one year
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IDEAL SCENARIO: INFANTS (0-11 months)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 2.6 = Total Number of Staffgg 100 Children: 38.7
(These ratios include directors.)

VIl. Personng¢l Hs BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director 1.70

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

(not including director and

1) Please fill in the number of children, per adigr this scenario and age grouj assistaettr)

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigatgs to: 33.3
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyen want in each position with each level of edigre! attainment.

VIIl. Personn BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director

IAssistant Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

Asst. Teacher . . .
* one early intervention credential (30 hrs. additonal training)

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s CleifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,

directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
-12 -



IDEAL SCENARIO: TODDLERS (12-35 Months)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 4.4 = Total Number of Staffgy 100 Children: 22.7
(These ratios include directors.)

IX. Personngl Hs HS+15 CR |HS+30 CR OR CDAJHS + 45 CR

Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

(not director and asst. director)

1) Please fill in the number of children, per adidr this scenario and age grouj

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigadgs to: 20
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyemn want in each position with each level of ediacedt! attainment.

X. HS+15 CR |HS+30 CR OR CDAJHS + 45 CR

Director

IAssistant Director
Lead Teacher

Teacher

Asst. Teacher
* at least one with early intervention credential
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IDEAL SCENARIO: PRE-SCHOOLERS (36 months up to 5 years—kindergden not included)
National Consultant Recommendation
Child: Adult Ratio of 6.4 = Total Number of Staffgy 100 Children: 15.7
(These ratios include directors.)

XI. Personn¢l Hs BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director 1.70

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher

Mississippi Recommendation

1) Please fill in the number of children, per adigr this scenario and age grouj (not director and asst. director)

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thisatgs to: 16.7
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyen want in each position with each level of edigre! attainment.

XIlI. BA BA+DC MA MA+DC Ph.D.

Director

IAssistant Director

Lead Teacher

Teacher

IAsst. Teacher
* one with SPED certification
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.2 STAFF RATIOS AND MIX OF STAFF BY POSITION FOR FAMILY CHILD CARE

Because children tend to be in mixed-age groupsmmly child care, the staff-per-children figuresish be represented differently
from center-based figures. Also, the nature offtineily child care market requires a slightly drifat approach to
credentialing/training requirements. In additidrere is not a breakdown by position as only a spettentage of family child care
providers have an assistant. A mix of educatitenadls encourages new providers to enter the éirttlallows parents to procure
different types of care to suit their needs. Theeasof staff to children delineated in the folloigrids are based on an overall ratio
in family child care of 16 providers per 100 chddr While the licensed maximum for family childe#s usually 6 children with one
adult, in practice, family child care homes averade 4 children. The NICHD research network fotmat as family child care
providers get more training, they tend to take amenchildren.

In the following grids, please respond to the ekgesup recommendations for FCC for each scenargplecifying the child: adult
ratios and how these staff should be distributedssceducational positions.
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MINIMUM ADEQUATE SCENARIC FAMILY CHILD CARE
National Expert Recommendation

Child: Adult Ratio of 6.3 = Total Number of Staffer 100 Children: 16

Educational Levels of Providers

HS

N

HS + 15 Credits

HS + 30 Credits or CDA 8

HS + 45 Credits

AA

w|w

BA

MA

Ph.D.

Mississippi Recommendation

- . . . 5 (the number of children is
1) Please fill in the number of children, per adigr this scenario for FCC: the totd number —related

andnon-related)

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigadgs to: 20
(100 divided by number in (1))

Specify the number of total staff per 100 childyen want to have for each educational level.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s CleifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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Educational Levels of Providers

HS + Child Development Certificate (MS)* 4

HS + 15 Credits 2

HS CDA 8

HS + 45 Credits

AA

w|w

BA

MA

Ph.D.

* MS high school child development certificate
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IDEAL SCENARIO: FAMILY CHILD CARE

National Expert Recommendation

Child: Adult Ratio of 6.3 = Total Number of Staffer 100 Children: 16

Educational Levels of Providers

HS

HS + 15 Credits

HS + 30 Credits or CDA

HS + 45 Credits

AA

BA

s

MA

Ph.D.

Mississippi Recommendation

1) Please fill in the number of children, per adiar this scenario for FCC:

2) Compute how many staff per 100 children thigadgs to: 25

(100 divided by number in (1))

( number of children is
the totd number +elated
and non-related)

Spread this number of staff in (2) across the ¥oihg educational levels by filling in the cells bel. In other words, you are
specifying the number of total staff per 100 chelidiyou want to have for each educational levehc&ive are working off of an
average across all centers per 100 children, yawotloeed to use whole numbers, as in the natmredultants’ recommendation
above. A good way to think about this is what patof FCC providers in the marketplace do you vi@neach level of educational

attainment.
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Educational Levels of Providers

HS

HS + 15 Credits

HS + CDA 10

HS + 45 Credits

AA 10

BA 5

MA

Ph.D.
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[.3 MIX OF FAMILY SUPPORT STAFF

Please think of the type of family support staftiyaight want to account for in ECE programs. & $ppace below, please
indicate the type and amoyper 100 childrenthat you would like to see part of ECE programsaffigles include family
resource coordinators, parent educators, homenrssitc).

CENTER FCC

Social Worker 2 Same as center
Mental Health Counseling 2
Parent-Education 5

Nurse 1

Speech Therapist 1

Should these personnel listed above be targetepkettific income groups? If so, please specifyouptiat FPL group you
would like to cover with these services.

No

(Some weighted formula if possible so that a cotreéed group of low-income families could receivermisupport assuming
that the need is justified)

*Low-income children need higher number

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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.4 COMPENSATION FOR CENTER-BASED STAFF

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree| BlRecommendation
» ECE staff should earn wages linked to those eaoyed X A teacher in ECE would be
public elementary-school teachers. Hourly pay &hba reimbursed at the same level as|a
equivalent for the same levels of training, public school teacher IF they held a
professionalization, and work responsibilities. valid MS teaching certificate in

—+

early childhood/child developmen
(pre-k/k)/ A teacher with a 4 yeal
BA degree without a valid pre-k/K
teaching certificate would make &
wage less than a certified teache

but more than an AA degreed

= &

person
» To standardize the difference in the number of ment X As long as hourly rates are the same
worked between K-12 teachers and ECE teachersiesala as public school teachers

should be annualized and then converted to anhwage.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.

-21 -



.4 COMPENSATION FOR CENTER-BASED STAFF

e Salaries should be increased by an increment aftéh8 X
percent annually across experience and shoulcctéfie
public school approach to raises over time.
» Larger increases in salary should occur as worietain X
higher credentials; smaller increases should bedegavith
the attainment of more experience.
.5 BENEFITS FOR CENTER-BASED STAFF
National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree| BIRecommendation
* A budget line should be included for substituteckess. X
» Benefit levels for ECE staff should be the samessr X
positions.
» Benefit packages should be based on the K-12 system X Create independent insurance

system/create independent
retirement system —not part of sta

(3]

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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.5 BENEFITS FOR CENTER-BASED STAFF
system
* Professional benefits (including paid professideales) X
should be covered under traditional benefits.
.6 COMPENSATION FOR FAMILY-CARE PROVIDERS
National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree| BIRecommendation

» Compensation for the part of work that involvesdir X
contact with children should be equivalent to cente
teachers’ pay for each level of education.

* Anincrement of 20-30 percent should be added te no X
personnel expenses for the cost of running a bssine

Minimum-adequate 2-5 years
Ideal — 15 years

.  PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
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.1 WHO NEEDS TRAINING?

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
The following categories of ECE workers should m&uded in a
training system:
e Center Providers staff Yes
(All teachers/caregivers)
* Unlicensed Family Child Care Home Providers Yes
* Licensed Family Child Care Home Providers Yes
» Center Directors/Administrators Yes
* Child Care Trainers Yes Non-regulatory and regulatory
trainers (agency trainers)
» Head Start Support Staff Yes Staff Development *
(Family Service workers, nutritionists)
» Support Staff Yes Staff Development*
(Cooks, volunteers, bus drivers, substitutes
Should there be a voluntary training system for kiand kin Yes
providers?

*common core of knowledge

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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1.2 COMPONENTS OF TRAINING INFRASTRUCTURE*

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
The following components should be included intth@ing
infrastructure:
» Core competencies Yes
» Career lattice Yes
» Training approval process Approval of those providing the
workshop and content of worksho
* Registry Yes Website with data base/voluntary
(min./adequate)/mandatory- ideal
One for centers
One for individual employees
(personnel)
» Training information system/dissemination Yes
» Assembling/maintaining a group of stakeholders Yes Over-site advisory group that is
ongoing
* Needs assessment Yes

* The significant costs associated with administering training and credentialing system are embedded ithin the Governance and
Administration domain of this protocol.
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.2 COMPONENTS OF TRAINING INFRASTRUCTURE

1l

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
The following components should be included intth@ing
infrastructure:
» Licensing requirements Yes
e Curriculum development Yes
» Evaluation Yes
« Statewide articulation agreement between trainirptities YES Omit provider entities/EX: approv
articulation agreements betweer
colleges and universities
* Credentialing Yes
» Specialized credential development Yes EX: Specialized CDA for

infant/toddler

1.3 DELIVERY COMPONENTS*

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.

-26 -



1.3 DELIVERY COMPONENTS*

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
The following components should be included as gfithe
delivery system:
» Training delivery system Yes New employee orientation
« Trainer training Yes
» Career Counseling Yes
» Leadership development/training Yes
* Mentoring apprenticeship Yes
* Incentives for training Yes

* The significant costs associated with administergna training and credentialing system are embeddedithin the Governance and
Administration domain of this protocol.
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1.3 DELIVERY COMPONENTS*

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
The following components should be included as gfithe
delivery system:
* Increased compensation overall Yes
« Increase of salaries commensurate with levels of Yes Certification of teach_er in pre-k/k is
professional development and certification to be used when setting top level jof
reimbursement
» Tiered reimbursement Yes Enhance/revise current tiered
system with more quality indicators
attached as in states such as OK and
NC
* Release time compensation and substitutes Yes

* The significant costs associated with administering training and credentialing system are embedded ithin the Governance and
Administration domain of this protocol.
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1.4 COSTS OF CREDENTIALING AND DIRECT TRAINING

The recommendations of the national consultantbased on the development of a career model ig earé and education.
Training, which includes all preparation for degré® higher education as well as ongoing trainogfiose with advanced degrees,
is modeled on the public school system. The caastd recommended 100 percent financial suppottdaring for staff with less
education and compensation: one course per yeatgémember; and 100 percent release time faoritig, hour for hour, based on
one course per year. Because tuition does not thedull cost of a course at a higher educatrmtitution, an additional amount is
recommended to subsidize the institution providimgtraining on a per course basis.

COSTS OF CREDENTIALING AND DIRECT TRAINING*

National Consultant Recommendation Agree | Disagreel MS Recommendation

Number of Courses/Y ear/Staff

* One course (minimum) Yes Money drives choices of person to take amt.
(adequate — ideal) cadirses (type of courses)
Direct Training (Center Care)
» /person/year (Minimum Adequate) Yes $800 - $1,000
» $1,500/person/year (Ideal) Yes
Release Time (Center Care)
» 45 hours per year (Minimum Adequate) Yes
* 90 hours per year (Ideal)

Direct Training (Family Child Care)

. (Minimum Adequate) $800 - $1,000

* $1,500/person/year (Ideal) Yes

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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*The significant costs associated with administerig a training and credentialing system are embeddedithin the Governance and

Administration domain of this protocol.

1.4 COSTS OF CREDENTIALING AND DIRECT TRAIN ING

National Consultant Recommendation Agree | Disagreel MS Recommendation
Subsidie¥ Min/Adq. ideal Yes Collapse staff with BA and with more than
o Staff with less than a BA  100% 100% BA because of inconsistency in
« Staff with more than a BA 100% 100% reimbursement (clarity) should be 100% fc
all
Release Time (Family Child Care)
* 24 hours (Minimum Adequate) Yes
* 45 hours (Ideal) Yes
Amount Institution Should Receive to Cover Costs
» $600 per course*** Yes
Supplementary Expenses Associated with Ongoing mirag**
» Child Care Yes 500 per year for childcare, books,
» Books Yes transportation per person
» Bilingual translation X Automatically provided by law
» Transportation Yes

*Subsidies refer to the percentage paid by the statfor tuition and related expenses for staff at dferent levels of education. If
you agree with the idea of a subsidy, choose therpentage for each of the options listed. For exanhg you might choose, as
one state did, to provide 100% subsidy to staff whtless than a BA; 75% subsidy to staff with a BA; 050% for staff with

more than a BA.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,

directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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*** Any per course subsidy to an educational institition for childcare professional development shalbe
utilized to enhance the childcare course offeringrad/or to lower the number of student registrations
normally required for the offering of the course.

**|f you agree, please specify the dollar amount foeach (or all) of the expenses you would like core.

. REGULATION

1.1 WHO SHOULD BE REGULATED?

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

Family Child Care

* Family child care providers who receive public mpne X
should at least be registered.

* Family child care providers who care for five ornmo X Should be non-relative and start
children should be licensed. five or more

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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1.1 WHO SHOULD BE REGULATED?

Center Care

* Regulation should apply to Centers that operata for X If they receive state funds
minimum of 8 hours per week, and for more than ékse
per year.

1.2 FREQUENCY OF INSPECTIONS

Family Child Care

» Family child care homes should be visited twiceusdly. X Twice-inclusive of health, safety,
curriculum and all other
regulations*

Center Care

» Centers should receive site visits two to four sraanually. X Same as Family Child Care

* develop curriculum regulations

1.3 RATIO OF INSPECTORS TO SITES

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
(Choose maximum 2 options/recommendation)
Family Child Care (Minimum Adequat@5 years)
Urban, small home 1:85 (1:50) X 1:50
Urban, largehome 1:70 (1:50) X 1:50
Rural, small home 1:75 (1:40) X 1:40
Rural, large home 1:65 (1:40) X 1:40

Family Child Care (Ideal)

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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[11.3 RATIO OF INSPECTORS TO SITES

Urban, small home 1:60 1:40 X 1:40
Urban, large home 1:50 1:40 X 1:40
Rural, small home 1:60 1:30 X 1:30
Rural, large home 1:60 1:30 X 1:30
Center Care (Minimum Adegie)
Urban 1.60 1:40 X 1:40
Rural 1:55 1:35 X 1:35
Center Care (Ideal)
Urban 1:50 1:30 X 1:30
Rural 1:40 1:25 X 1:25
1.4 STAFFING REQUIREMENTS AND COST
National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
Inspector and supervisor salarguld be linked to starting BA X Early Childhood (0-5)/child
teacher salaries, or proposed new ECE teacheresalar development for
inspectors/supervisors
Requirements for an Inspector (Minimum Adequate)
* An inspector should have a BA and 3 years’ expegen X Experience (3-5 years) in center
(where does experience come from) based care preferred (BA, MA in
child dev. /early childhood)

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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1.4 STAFFING REQUIREMENTS AND COST

Requirements for an Inspector  (ldeal)

* An inspector should have an MA and two years’ elgnee. X 5 years experience

Requirements for a Supervisor (Minimum Adequate

* A supervisor should have an MA with five years’ X And/or regulatory experience
experience or BA with 10 years.

A. Midlevel
Requirements for a Supervisor (Ideal)
* A supervisor should have an MA with seven years’ X And/or regulatory experience
experience.

B. Midlevel State Director Policy Salary

Minimum-Adequate> MA with 10 years in regulatorypervisor in childcare child development socialig@glearly childhood, public
administration or closely related field.

Ideal>MA with 12 years in regulatory/supervisorycimldcare.

1.5 ADDITIONAL STAFF AND OVERHEAD COSTS
National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
Inspector Salary (Minimum Aduate and Ideal)
* Inspectors’ salaries should be linked to those@EE X Develop a separate scale
teachers with equivalent experience and education.
Supervisor Salary (Minimum Adeape and Ideal)
» Supervisors’ salaries should be 10 to 20 percagitdnithan X

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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1.5 ADDITIONAL STAFF AND OVERHEAD COSTS

those of inspectors.
Policy/Legal Staff Salary (Minimum Adeqteand ldeal)
* The salaries of policy/legal staff should be 1@@opercent X
higher than those of supervisors.
Clerical Staff Salary (Minimum Adeqtmand Ideal)
« The salary of clerical staff should be 20 percentdr than N/A N/A
those of inspectors.
Ratio of Supervisors to Inspectors (MinimuAdequate)
* There should be 1 supervisor to 6 inspectors. X
Ratio of Supervisors to Inspectors (Ideal)
* There should be 1 supervisor to 6 inspectors. X
Policy/Legal Staff Ratio (Mmum Adequate)
» There should be 2 policy/legal staff per 100 insmesc X
Policy/Legal Staff Ratio (Ideal)
» There should be 4 policy/legal staff per 100 insmesc X
Clerical Staff Ratio (Minimum deequate) ldeal)
* There should be one clerical staff person per &peators. Minimum 1:20
Benefits
» Benefits should be 30 percent across the board. X
Overhead/Non-Personnel
» Overhead should be calculated at 20 percent ofyspéa X
person.

IV. GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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A. GOVERNANCE

IV.A.1 STRUCTURE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)
Description of Structure:

« Governance would occur at both state and local leve X Strong policy regarding
accountability and mechanism by
« The state-level seat of governance could residéiwia X which funds are spent

state agency (e.g. DHHS).

» Central agency would develop goals and outcomes and X
local sites would plan strategies to meet goals and
outcomes.

» State-level Governing Council would be a decisiomking
body that meets four times per year and should ud# X
representatives from the following groups:

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.A.1 STRUCTURE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
X
» State school superintendent Or designee
» Director of state human service agency X Or designee
» Director of state health agency Or designee
X
> Business leaders (2) X
» Communities of faith leader (1) X Person serving as a pre-school
childcare program staff member ¢
> Parents (2) X director
» Early childhood educators (2) X
X Three including 1 family home

» Early childhood service provider

ADD: Legislators- 1 representative and 1 Senatopamted by
speaker of house and It. governor-expertise in garhildhood
education required/ representative from GovernogdHice

Other groups involved on some way: extension sexyedvocacy
groups, Institute for Disabilities Studies, menthaéalth

provider, 1 Head Start and 1 privg
center

Dr

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.A.1 STRUCTURE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
CONSIDER
(Ideal) AT LATER
TIME

Description of Structure:

* The seat of governance should be in a private, nafij
agency, which would foster the development of pabli
private partnerships that are critical to supporiim the
private sector

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.A.2 IMPLEMENTATION

174

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
(Minimum Adequate) X 3 months of planning should take
place
* Governance should be placed in an existing depattore
other organizational entity for quick implementatio
(Ideal) Consider
at a later
* At least one year of planning should precede date

implementation to allow for policies and proceduebe
developed and systems to be put in place.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,

directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.

-39 -



IV.A.3 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)

A system of governance would perform the following:

X
» Set policy and planning
» Convene meetings of a Governing Council (4/year) X
« Advocate for legislative change (hire a policy agsi and X Omit the *hire™-use existing staff
legislative liaison)
» Distribute funds for services; perform accountinghe X
contracting functions
» Collaborate with related agencies and organizations X
» Coordinate with other administrative agencies X
X

* Perform an evaluation of the ECE system

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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IV.A.3 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
Consider
(Ideal) At A Later
Time

A system of governance would perform all of theabminimum
adequate scenario) plus the following:

» Training and supporting grassroots advocates
* Two additional meetings (6/year) of a Governing Guuil
» Advocacy campaign and training

» Support and provide technical assistance to admiragve
entities (1 staff per 10 administrative offices)

* Provide public information

* Monitor compliance with legislation, fiscal accouability,
and programs

* Fundraising and support to local sites on fund
development

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
-41 -




IV.A.4 COSTS OF GOVERNANCE ACTIVITIES* ONLY FOR MINIMUM/ADEQUATE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree | Disagree| MS Recommendation

One-Time Implementation Minimum Adeqiea Ideal

Planning/Training sessions 400,000 800,000 X

Computer equipment 450,000 2,800,000 X 100,000

Development of written materials 125,000 225,000 X

Baseline needs assessment 3,700,000 3,700,000 X 1,000,000-could be used to maintain ¢one
that is being implemented 2003-04

Total Implementation Costs 4,675,000 7,525,000 X 1,625,000* Total dependent on amount

of funds to administer

*These cost estimates are based on Smart Start’s t&tdevel administration. The state-level entity osrsees the 81 local
administrative offices which implement the systemn all of North Carolina’s 100 counties. State-levecosts are more
related to the number of offices than to the numbeof children served. In additionto state-level costs listed below,
administrative costs for local partnerships are linited to 8% of service funds, which are allotted baed on the number of
children (the range is from 300 to 56,000 children) Partnerships with large allocations receive leghan 8%.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.A.4 COSTS OF GOVERNANCE ACTIVITIES* ONLY_ FOR MINIMUM/ADEQUATE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree| Disagree| BIRecommendation
Ongoing Activities (annual cost) Minimumdequate Ideal Consider at a Later Time
Governing Council meetings ,00D 12,000

Setting policy/planning 298,000 1,500,000

Legislative advocacy 150,000 200,000

Distribution of funds 800,000 800,000

Collaboration with agencies 03®0 350,000

Coordination w/admin. agencies 220,00 320,000

Evaluation 800,000 800,000

TA to local admin. agencies ~ -—----—- 906,000

Fund development ~ —memeeeeee- 420,000

Monitoring e 300,000

Total Annual Ongoing Costs 3,627,000 5,608,000

*These cost estimates are based on Smart Start’s ®tdevel administration. The state-level entity ogrsees the 81 local
administrative offices which implement the systemn all of North Carolina’s 100 counties. State-levecosts are more related to

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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the number of offices than to the number of childra served. In additionto state-level costs listed below, administrativeosts
for local partnerships are limited to 8% of servicefunds, which are allotted based on the number ofhdldren (the range is
from 300 to 56,000 children). Partnerships with lege allocations receive less than 8%.
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B. ACCREDITATION

IV.B.1 STRUCTURE

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
(Minimum Adequate) Technical assistance toward
ECERS-R/ITERS/FDCRS-move
» A Statewide Accreditation Facilitation System (SAFS toward NAEYC/adopt some of
would be developed that would support provider&isge X the components and move towarg
accreditation; coordinate activities related to the (not a a similar model-first get tiered
accreditation process; and promote accreditation. separate rating system
entity)
* The SASF would operate independently of the actnedi
bodies, but should provide a link between them (N&E
NAFCC) and participating providers. SASF should be
housed in an entity that is independent from tmeléun and X
from providers. It may be housed in an existintitgor a (nota
new one, but it must be perceived as neutral. separate
entity)
(Ideal)
e Same as for the “Minimum Adequate” scenario X

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.B.2 IMPLEMENTATION

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate) Technical assistance toward

ECERS-R/ITERS/FDCRS-move
toward NAEYC/adopt some of

* The timeframe will depend on the availability of emtity in the components and move toward
the state to house an SAFS, and on the degreeith e X a similar model-first get tiered
community accepts the idea of ECE program accrgatita (not a rating system
If there is an existing entity in which SAFS canHmeised, separate
six months may be sufficient for establishing ttedfs entity)

office, and system for serving program sites. Full

implementation, with all components in place, makettwo
years.

(Ideal)

e Same as for the “Minimum Adequate” scenario X

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.B.3 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)

An SASF would perform the following functions:

» Technical assistance for providers undertaking X
accreditation

» Link with training institutions to facilitate provder career X
development

* Networking and mentoring X

« Cover accreditation fees and administer quality- X (match structure)
improvement funds

* Increase public awareness X

* Monitor databases of accredited providers X

(Ideal)
Same as for the “Minimum Adequate” scenario, behez the X

functions would be expanded

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.B.4 COSTS OF ACCREDITATION ACTIVITIES* THIS _MODEL WOULD BE 15 YEARS OUT

National Consultant Recommendation Agree | Disagree] MS Recommendation
Lead Agency Minimuhdequate Ideal Consider at a Later Time
Salary fringe ,038,000 1,038,000

Professional development 50,000 75,000

Local travel 75,000 80,000

Out-of town travel 50,000 75,000

Legal 15,000 20,000

Accounting 13,000 16,000

Postage 7,000 10,000

Supplies 25,000 30,000

Printing 25,000 30,000

Office Lease 63,000 63,000

Utilities 80,000 20,000

Equipment contracts ,0DD 75,000

Furniture and equipment 28,00 30,000

Meetings 50,000 75,000

Contingency 25,000 25,000

*Costs associated with central SAFS administratiomlo not increase with the population. However, costassociated with
hiring accreditation facilitators, resource materids, local travel, and utilities would increase withthe number of programs in

the system. The level of programs’ readiness wlffect costs. These costs reflect estimates basedthe Chicago Partnership
structure and actual costs. Implementation costsdve not been estimated.
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IV.B.4 COSTS OF ACCREDITATION ACTIVITIES — 15 YEAR S OUT

National Consultant Recommendation

Agree

Disagre

eMS Recommendations

Technical assistance toward ECERS-
R/ITERS/FDCRS-move toward
NAEYC/adopt some of the components
and move toward a similar model-first
get tiered rating system

Lead Agency Mmim Adequate Ideal X
Liability insurance 25,000 30,000
National outreach 100,000 150,000
Meetings/partnership events 5,000 10,000
Total Lead Agency Costs 1,746 2,007,000
Satellite Officegn=>5)

Salary/fringe 1,922,000 1,922,000
Office lease 150,000 180,000
Utilities 18,000 2@M00
Postage 17,500 20,000
Supplies 52,500 60,000
Furniture and equipment 27,500 150,000
Total Satellite Office Costs 2,2800 2,352,000

Contractual Services

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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Payments to Accreditation Facility 68@O0 680,000
Consultants (ITS to high-risk centers) 70,00 75,000

IV.B.4 COSTS OF ACCREDITATION ACTIVITIES

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

Contractual Services MinimuAdequate Ideal

Evaluation 350,000 350,00( X Consider this as part of R&R or

PR 250,000 30@00 Quality Office responsibility

Direct Program Support X This can be referred to as support
dollars to reach tiered ratings

Accreditation fees 70,000 75,000 X 50,000

Improvement grants 00®00 1,000,000 X 1,000,000

(Center accreditation)

Improvement grants 75,000 100,000 X 50,000

(Center re-accreditation)

Materials for centers (curriculum) 2000 25,000 | X

Mentor training 30,000 50,000 | X

Re-accreditation fees 20,000 25,000 | X

Total Contractual and 2,365,000 2,830,000 X 1,170,000

Program Support

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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C. RESOURCE & REFERRAL (R&R) NETWORK

IV.C.1 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
Current legislation passed to
Data Collection, Management, and Analysis determine-annual basis (time
limited)
» Collect information on local demand and supply X A system of R&R developed
conditions.
* Maintain computerized systems listing current aable X
services in the community.
* Provide referrals to parents, record consumer prefieces X
and needs, and provide and record requests for tecal
assistance.
» Develop market rate studies, wage surveys, markgtin X
projections and other specialized analyses for paog
development efforts.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.C.1 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

Data Collection, Management, and Analysis

» Collect and update information on provider locatipn X
hours of operation; ages served; capacity and vacias;
types of services provided; curricula; language aspecial
needs capabilities; training and experience of stafroup
size; staffing rations; fees; professional accreatibn and
licensing status, policies on smoking and pets.

* Assess demand: parents’ needs for services andnitnel X
assistance; their employers’ characteristics; fagngize;
income; marital status; language spoken at home.

Consumer Education and Referral Services
» Assist parents in selecting services that meetrtheieds.

» Provide regular services, such as telephone couimggl
computer search listing and mapping of potential X
providers; mailing referrals; educational literatue on
quality services; checklist of what to look for providers;
and specialized information such as eligibility f@ublic or
other subsidies.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.C.1 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

Consumer Education and Referral Services

* Provide enhanced services, often through employer
contracts with the R&R, including individualized
counseling, sometimes at parent’s work site, widmiilies
engaged in the search process.

« May administer county voucher programs and provide X Move from PDD's-involve PDD’s

enhanced services to voucher clients. at some level, perhaps monitorin
only (PDD-planning and

development district)

Supply-Building through Recruiting, Training, andchnical
Assistance to Providers

* Develop supply of licensed Family Child Care prosid by
recruiting potential providers, familiarizing themwith X
legal requirements, and helping them to complete th
licensing process.

* Provide technical assistance to new programs ag/tbiart
up; coordinate or create mentoring programs and X
accreditation projects; and provide substitutes.

* Provide information on training opportunities, degning
programs for providers in need of convenient and X
affordable programs.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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IV.C.1 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

Community Networking and Advocacy

* Facilitate community action to improve early childiod X
services.
» Solicit corporate grants and foster public/private X

partnerships.

* Provide a forum to bring a range of stakeholdersdgers
to the table for planning and policy discussions. X

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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D. FAMILY CHILD CARE NETWORK

IV.D.1 STRUCTURE*

National Consultant Recommendation Agree

Disagree

MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)

» Staff working with providers would have at leastfgh in X
early childhood; directors should have a BA as asll
knowledge of the ECE field.

* A constellation of FCCN’s would serve the stataj ahould
include: X

» State Director

» Regional Coordinators
» Neighborhood Specialists
> Providers

Conceptually agree to provide a
later date

* No cost estimates are currently available for th8 component.
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IV.D.1 STRUCTURE 10-15 YEARS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Ideal)

» Staff working with providers would have a BA plus X
experience with family child care.

* The structure would be expanded to serve moreremildnd X
would include:

State Administrative Director
State Program Director
Regional Coordinators
Neighborhood Specialists
Providers

VVVVY
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IV.D.2 IMPLEMENTATION

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)

* The minimum case of 12 networks could be fully X
established in 24 months.

(Ideal)

» Statewide coverage would be phased in gradually ave
five- to ten-year period. The time needed woulgedie on X
the quality of the existing infrastructure and ba t
complexity of need in the state.
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IV.D.3 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Minimum Adequate)
An FCCN would perform the following functions:

» Recruit FCC providers X

» Screen potential providers, assisting them to beeom X
licensed unless they are legally unregulated; coitiu
background checks where needed

- Offer insurance, vacation coverage, and respite €4t0 X Not a function of the network
vacation/sick days; nine paid holidays/year); prdeia
qualified substitute)

» Link providers with training

* Provide and coordinate mentoring

* Provide or secure collegial support

* Promote accreditation

* Enroll providers in CCAFP

* Disseminate information about CC R&Rs

* Maintain a resource room

XX X X X X X

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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IV.D.3 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

(Ideal) 10-15 years

An FCCN would perform the following functions:

* Recruit FCC providers X
« Conduct home visits to screen potential teachers X .
« Offer insurance, vacation coverage, and respite €420 X Not a function of the network

vacation/sick days; 13 paid holidays/year; provide
gualified substitute and provide health, dentalsdbility,
and retirement benefits)

» Link providers with training

* Provide and coordinate mentoring; sponsor mentor
support group

* Provide or secure collegial support (enhance angpart
state and local associations; support NAFCC)

» Promote accreditation with monthly home visits

* Enroll providers in CCAFP Enroll providers in CCAFP
sponsor food programs where not available

» Disseminate information about CC R&Rs.

X X X X XX

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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E. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS (MIS)

IV.E.1 STRUCTURE THIS IS TO TRACK CHILDREN PARTIC IPTING IN THE UNIVERSAL

PROGRAM
National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation
» The ECE MIS should be created as a new, interrsteba X Expand the MIS system currently
system, and should not be an adaptation of a pstiax utilized by the Department of
system. A private vendor or a state governmemage Education

could house MIS, although the concern with housinga

government agency is that non-state employees wiayet
the access that they need. There are ways t@psbeMIS
so that this is not an issue.

* Creating an internet-based system will allow fa ¢ineatest
access for the most people. Data would be gatterdd
entered by individuals from other infrastructurergins
(e.g. R&R, FCCN, Regulation, Training) and by po®ris.
Data could be disseminated efficiently over therinét as
well, possibly in kiosks located in public places.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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IV.E.2 FUNCTIONS

National Consultant Recommendation Agree Disagree | MS Recommendation

An MIS would perform the following functions*:

» Provide information on supply to families; make and 1
follow up on referrals; and determine provider eliglity.

* Manage database of provider characteristics 2

* Track provision of subsidies to families 3

* Maintain database on teacher/staff: licensing, trang,
accreditation, and other characteristics 4

» Track complaints and the process by which they are >
addressed

* Integrate data from all systems and produce 5

documentation, public information, statistics anddal
reports

*Functions 1 through 3 are highest priority; 3 through 6 are secondary. Function 2, tracking providecharacteristics, will
require a high level of maintenance to keep it upat date.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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IV.E.3 COSTS OF MIS ACTIVITIES* BASED ON DAT A SYSTEMS DIRECTOR AT MS DEPT. OF EDU.

National Consultant Recommendation Agree | Disagree| MS Recommendation
One-Time Implementation

Server hardware 75,000 X $100,000
Database server software 35,000 $75,000
Web server software 10,000 $25,000
User software (per state) 300,000 X

User software (per user @ 1,000/each) &00,0

Accounting/billing 300,000 + X Maintenance $120,000
Year 1 maintenance 75,000

PC'’s for 300 users 300,000 X

Internet access 50,000

MIS support (per user @ 6,000/each) 1,810,0 X

Training and consulting (for users/state) 0,600

Total Implementation Cost 845,000 X $3,670,000

*Costs are estimated for a new MIS at the state le¥, assuming a population of 300,000 birth- to siyear-olds, and
approximately 300 professionals who need accessti@ system to input or analyze data. Costs are pstate, except where
indicated (some costs are per user).

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,

directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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IV.E.3 COSTS OF MIS ACTIVITIES

National Consultant Recommendation

Agree | Disagree| MS Recommendation

Ongoing Activities (annual costs)

Annual maintenance DB 6,000 X $54,000 annual maintenance
Annual maintenance MIS 72,000

Ongoing consulting 50,000 X $192,000 consulting
Ongoing training 50,000 $85,000 training
Internet access 50,000 X

MIS support (per user @ 6,000 each) ,80@,000

Total Annual Ongoing Cost 2,028,000 X $2,181,000

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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V. SPECIFICATIONS FOR FINANCING APPROACHES

This section is designed to guide the Mississipant in developing specifications for different fieang approaches to be considered
as part of the partnership with tbiaiversal Financing of Early Care and Education famerica’s Childrerproject. After receiving
these specifications, the project team will devedoplyses of costs and impacts of the alternaitnan€ing approaches and policies.
We will distill the results into a workable numhercomparisons in consultation with the MS teandéahip. The MS team will

have an opportunity to review these comparativéyaag, and request some refinements or additiariadypoptions to consider.

Project Assumptions Setting the Framework for the Aailable Financing Approaches

» High-quality early care and education (ECE) reqqigeeater investment in staff compensation anastructure, which
increase the cost of care. Financial supportivellp make high-quality care more affordable for ifes.

* Providing access to high-quality ECE requires mgutowards universality, or expanded financial supgo ensure that
middle-class families benefit from the financiapport.

» The best ECE system is one that is diverse, witarigty of choice options, and market-based. dine that helps families
purchase care from any provider of their choiceg@®osed to a system in which ECE is provided bygle type of
subsidized public provider.

Major Design Decisions for the Mississippi Team

* How do you want to structure the financial supporassist parents and providers? The followingrfeing approaches are
available for your consideration:

0] An income-related voucher to families
o] A child care tax credit to families

o] A subsidy to providers, and

o] Combinations of these approaches.

* How much of the middle class do you want to offeaicial support, or, what should be the maximuooime at which a
family is eligible for financial support?

» Are there specific requirements, such as parti@pah work or training, that you want to set asi@dions for receiving
financial support?

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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Description of Financing Approaches

Voucher to Families

Figure 1 (page 65) depicts the relationship betwasmly income and benefits from a voucher progmovided to families. The
voucher allows parents to purchase child care emgen market, subject to limitations on the maximraimbursable cost of care.
This financing mechanism is the dominant form dfccbare subsidy under the federal/state Child @aeelopment Fund. Each
state sets the maximum income eligibility, a corpagt schedule (benefit reduction rate) relateti¢ome, and a variety of
operational requirements, such as other eligibdrtieria and exceptions. One option for expandimgncing is to expand the
maximum income eligibility limit. In Figure 1, thioption is represented by moving the maximumtaligy point to the right along
the x-axis. Essentially, this expands the numbéarailies eligible for receiving an income-relateducher. This mechanism allows
the most direct relationship of benefits to familgome and maximizes parent choice among optidieseaf in the child care market.

Provider Subsidy

Figure 2 (page 66) graphically illustrates the jatew subsidy financing mechanism. In the casemfaider subsidy, a subsidy is
paid to the providers of care, who then offer ¢areligible children, without requiring an incomelated payment from parents. One
example of this approach is the Head Start progréfith Head Start, the federal government paystitge cost of care, and
children age 3-5 with family income below the fealgroverty line receive free care for half a d&nother example is a "universal
preschool” program financed with a provider subsidit many states currently are enacting or conimg. A considerable
challenge for these programs is the cost of pragi@CE to allchildren_freeof charge, that is, a 100% provider subsidy. ome
states, access, therefore, is provided only toifmeme children.

While in these examples the full cost of care isssdized, it is also reasonable to consider oftearsubsidy to providers for part of
the cost of care for children up to the maximurgibility. Figure 2 illustrates a 50% provider sidysfor children in the eligible
income group; the other 50% of the cost of capaid by parents. Offering subsidies to provideay mimprove the ability of public
agencies to monitor the quality of care offeredprAvider subsidy may also be more effective inrowpg the quality of care
offered to all children, those receiving subsidied others. A provider subsidy offers a finantakntive to make a major
commitment to upgrading staff qualifications andhp@nsation, since the government will be offsetéimgoportion of these quality
improvement costs.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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Figure 1 — Income-Related Voucher
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Figure 2 — Provider Subsidy
(50% Subsidy Rate)
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Voucher & Provider Subsidy Combination

Figure 3 (page 68) illustrates a combination obme-related voucher and provider subsidy. It ssgge to combine a provider
subsidy with an income-related voucher. Indeed,iththe structure of higher education financimghie U.S. All students, regardless
of income, benefit from a provider subsidy. Thstitution receives the subsidy and the family iargled for the portion of the tuition
not covered by the subsidy, and has the optionafme-related assistance in the form of Pell Gr&uwsbining financing
mechanisms may achieve a better balance of egfioydability and improvements in quality, at thestof greater complexity in
operating the system.

Child Care Tax Credit

A tax credit to help pay for child care expenseavigilable at the federal level as well as in a benof states. The federal credit is
non-refundable and can be claimed by taxpayersrfgrloyment-related dependent care expenses fairehilnder the age of 13.
Child care qualifies as an expense if it is neagdsaenable a taxpayer, or a taxpayer’s spouseaified, to work or look for work.
Eligible expenses are restricted to a maximum ¢4@2 for one qualifying dependent and to $4,80Gvar or more qualifying
dependents. In addition, the amount of the tadittepends on the taxpayer’s adjusted gross in¢dGé). A taxpayer whose AGI
is $10,000 or less is allowed a credit equal taythpercent of qualified expenses. This perceniageduced by one point for each
additional $2,000 in AGI above $10,000. For taxgraywhose AGI is greater than $28,000, the creditjual to twenty percent of
qualified expenses. Thus, the maximum federattagit amount is $720 if there is one qualifyingpeledent and $1,440 in the case
of two or more qualifying dependents.

State child care tax credits are often a percertfgee tax credit received through the federalggament. Depending on the state,
this percentage does or does not vary with theatgeps income.

The tax credit can be combined with other finanemgchanisms. The child care expenses eligibla tax credit will be determined
from the household costs that remain after findrstipport from other financing mechanisms has lsedtracted.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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Figure 3 — Combination of Income-Related Voucher
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Income-Related Voucher

POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

1. Do you want to consider an income-related voucher?

O X

Yes — continue
No - skip to the “State Child and Dependg
Care Tax Credit” section

2Nt

schooling status?

2. Should the voucher be available regardless of pgiremployment or

Yes - skip to question 5
No - continue

parents are employed?

3. Should the voucher be available for child care @higing the times

Yes — skip to question 5
No - continue

are participating in schooling or job-related trag?

4. Should the voucher be available for child carermyithe times parent

OO0 OoOoX

Yes — continue
No - continue

5. For what types of care should the voucher be avaita

Cho

X0 O

o

se from the following alternatives:

All types of nonparental care (center,
FCC, family, friend, and neighbor care)

All types of care, including parental care
Specific types of care only; please dyec

All licensed or reqistered family provider,

providers

[72)

6. Who should be eligible for the voucher?

O X

All children birth through five — contieu
Specific Age groups — Indicate which
groups and continue

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

7. What is the most income a family can have to bgldé for the
voucher? Or, what percent of children in the i@yge specified in
the question above do you want to cover with thecher? For
instance:

* Low-moderate income: e.g., lowest 1/3 of families
* Middle income: e.g., lowest 1/2 of families

* Upper middle income: e.g., lowest 3/4 of families
» All families with children in age range specificbloae
* Other, please specify

Specify up to 3 maximum eligibility limits to be
considered, expressed as a percent of childrem aga
group to be covered or as a multiple of the federal
poverty line (FPL).

100% 0 to 5 ages (not in kdg.)

Upper middle income, lowest % of families

300% of poverty line

Allocation weighted

8. What is themostamount of money a family can receive from the
voucher program, if the family is in the lowestanee group?

100%cost of high quality care per child
OR

the amount of child care expense that is greasar th
% of family income

OR

A flat amount of $ for full-time care.

9. What is thdeastamount of money a family can receive from the
voucher program, if the family is in the income @oowith the highest
eligible income?

0 % cost of high quality care per child

OR
the amount of child care expense that is greasar th
% of family income

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION

OR
A flat amount of $ for full-time care.

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION

10.Do you want to see a linear relationship (as itated in Figure 1) a Yes — Skip to the “State Child and
between the voucher amount and family income feritikome groups$ Dependent Care Tax Credit” Section
in between? That is, do you want to have co-paysngmup by a X No — Continue

steady percentage as income increases?
11.You indicated that you doot want a linear relationship between the
voucher amount and family income. Using Figures A guide, pleas
draw the shape of the relationship among voucheuaiy co-
payments and family income that you would like ¢e.s

D

Total Price of

ECE Charged
. . . by Provid
(For example, in some states, co-payments go ypstightly in the Y PIOVIEET
lower income ranges, then rise rapidly as inconpeagches the
maximum eligibility limit. This approach minimizéise cost of care for w
families in the lower income ranges, but createskwigsincentives for 9
families with incomes near the eligibility limit.) kS
(O]
o
a
PAGE WILL BE PROVIDED AT MEETING L Maximum
Household Income Income
Eligibility

Progressively steeper, not drastically gradual it
low-income and progressive but not steep increase
beyond low-income to prevent disincentive to work

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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State Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (SCADC)

POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION
12. Mississippi doesot have a Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit, X Yes — continue tied to out of pocket
Do you want to consider adding a state child caxectedit EXpenses . .
a No - skip to the “Subsidy to Providers”
(SCADC)? .
section
SCADC Specification: Alternative 1 (Based on fedelacredit)
13. Should the Mississippi SCADC credit be a perceriheffederal
CADC credit? X Yes — continue
a No - skip to “SCADC Specification:

(A number of states specify their State CADC asragnt of the federal Alternative 2”
CADC for which a family is eligible.)

14.Should the percent vary by family income? )E] Yes - skip to question 16

No - continue follow feddr

15. Specify percent of federal CADC credit to be usadMS. 50 % - skip to question 17

Income range: $ $- : %

. - . o)

16. Specify the percent of federal CADC credit by familcome to be Income range: $ $ : %

Income range: $ $- . %

used for MS SCADC. : :
Income range: $ $- : %

. . 5
17. Do you want to consider making a MS SCADC rdabie~ 0 Yes - skip to the “Subsidy to Providers’

(The federal CADC isot refundable, that is, the credit amount in excess section . 3y . . .,
e . X No - skip to the “Subsidy to Providers
of the tax liability is not paid as a refund to tagpayer. The Earned section

Income Tax Credit is an example of a refundablectaxlit; it functions
similarly to a voucher benefit for low-income fares.)

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION
SCADC Specification: Alternative 2 (Not Based on f@eral credit)
18. Should the SCADC be available regardless of parents
employment or schooling status?
a Yes - skip to question 21
(You optednot to specify the SCADC as a percent of the FedefddC. (I No - continue
The set of questions in this section represendhi®ns available in
designing a SCADC for MS.)
19. Should the SCADC be available for employment-relataild care (I Yes — continue
expenses? g No - continue
20. Should the SCADC be available for schooling ortjaining- (I Yes — continue
related child care expenses? a No - continue
. ] (I Yes - skip to question 23
)]
21.Should the SCADC be available for all types of mpamental care 0 No - continue
22.For which types of non-parental care should the BCAe g l(::Ce:rg:ter care
i ?
available? . a Family, friend, and neighbor care
23.Should there be a limit to the amount of eligibdd care d Yes — continue
. (I No, all eligible child care expenses can b
expenses a tax payer can claim for the SCADC? k . .
claimed — skip to question 26
24. Should maximum eligible child care expenses:
e Correspond to federal eligibility limits ($2,400rfone Choose one:
dependent/$4,800 for two dependents or a perceheathild care a Federal limits — skip to question 26
expenses based on household income, whicheverigesmor (I Limit related to cost of high quality ECE —
» Be related to the cost of high quality ECE as dmztior this continue
project?
) _ o _ _ % cost of high quality ECE care for eachcchil
25. Specify maximum eligible child care expenses pear yad child | oR
that can be claimed for the SCADC. % cost of high quality ECE care for 1 chitdla
% cost of high quality ECE care for 2 or more

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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children

POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

26.Should the percent of child care expenses to lbtetevary by
family income up to a maximum amount?

Q
Q

Yes - skip to question 28
No - continue

MS SCADC for all families.

27.Specify the percent of child care expenses to editerd by the

% - skip to question 29

credited by MS SCADC.

28. Specify the percent of child care expenses by irctavel to be

In 2002, the federal CADC used the following peteges:

Adjusted Gross Income  Percent of CC Expe@sedited

$0 - $10,000 30%

$10,001 - $12,000 29%
$12,001 -$14,000 28%
$14,001 - $16,000 27%
$16,001 -$18,000 26%
$18,001 - $20,000 25%
$20,001 -$22,000 24%
$22,001 - $24,000 23%
$24,001 -$26,000 22%
$26,001 - $28,000 21%
$28,001+ 20%

expenses to be credited by MS SCADC?

Do you want to use the federal guidelines for teeeent of child care

Q
Q

Adjusted Gross
Income Expen€esdited

Yes — continue
No - If not, please specify your own income
ranges and the percent of expenses credjted
in each range, then continue

Percent of CC

& B B BB PR P PP PP PP

& B B B BB BB BB R P PP
=S

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION

29. Do you want to consider making a MS SCADC liendgable?

(The federal CADC isot refundable, that is, the credit amount in excess
of the tax liability is not paid as a refund to tagpayer. (The Earned
Income Tax Credit is an example of a refundablectaxlit; it functions
similarly to a voucher benefit for low-income faras).

(| Yes — continue
d No - continue

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
directors) and it is for use only in conjunctiorttwihis project.
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Subsidy to Providers

POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION
. : : X Yes — continue
2
30. Do you want to consider a provider subsidy~ a No - skip to the Next section.

Choose from the following alternatives and continue
(I All types of nonparental care (center,
FCC, family, friend, and neighbor care)
31. For which types of licensed/registered careailshtine provider X Specific types of care only; please specif

subsidy be available?
licensed/reqgistered family day care homes

Minimum Ideal*
Adequate* * Ideal reimbursement is tied tatity

All children — continue birth to five
Specific Age groups — specify and continue

O X

32.Should the provider subsidy be available tachildren birth
through 5 years of age or only to specific age gsan the 0-5
years range?

: . . : a All children- skip to question 35
33. Should the provider subsidy be available to alldcan or only to X Children from households in specified

children from households in a specified income efng income range are eligible — continue
Upper middle income#o

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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POLICY SPECIFICATION MS RECOMMENDATION
34.What is the most income a family can have to bgit#é for the | Specify up to 3 maximum eligibility limits to be
provider subsidy? Or, what percent of childrethi@ age range | considered, expressed as a percent of children age
specified above do you want to cover with the ptevisubsidy? | group to be covered or as a multiple of the federal
For instance: poverty line (FPL), then continue
* Low-moderate income: e.g., lowest 1/3 of families
* Middle income: e.g., lowest 1/2 of families
* Upper middle income: e.g., lowest 3/4 of families
* All families with children in age range specifiedoxe
» Other, please specify 100% of children 0-5 years//Allocation weighted
Please choose one, then continue:
25% 55% with combination
50% model based on 2000-2001
100% school money
The % difference in the current market rates
and the estimated cost of high quality car
Other, please specify:

Upper middle income: eqg, lowest 3% of fanslie

300% of poverty line

35.What percent of providers’ child care costs would Jike to
subsidize?

D

X DOOooo

Quiality fund—grant program transition cost perteemveighted @
beginning 70,000,000

million/5 years (14,000,000 state set aside per)yea 55% with combined model
1805 center x 50,000

This material is the property of the Financing Wmsal Early Care and Education for America’s ClifdProject (Sharon L. Kagan and Richard N. Brandon,
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Combinations
You can also select a combination of financingami Unless otherwise stated, we will use thempatars you specified above for
each of the financing mechanism. You may suggesb iwo combinations of financing mechanisms yowladike to see modeled:

POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

Provider Subsidy with Income-Related Voucher

36.Do you want to see a provider subsidy in combimatio
with an income-related voucher?

X Yes - Continue
g No - Skip to question 39

37.What percent of the total cost of care do you warsiee
for the provider subsidy portion of this combinatto

Please choose one, then continue:
a 25%
a 50%
a The % difference in the current market rates aed th

estimated cost of high quality care
X Other, please specify: 55%

38.Please specify the eligibility limit to be considdrfor
each component of the combination, expressed as a
percent of children in an age group to be covereab@
multiple of the federal poverty line (FPL).

(You can have the same or different eligibility-cdits for the
provider subsidy and income-related voucher postioithe
combination. For instance, you may want to conmsaderovider
subsidy that is paid on behalf of all children cedpwith an
income-related voucher for some children.)

Eligibility limit for voucher:

% of childrenage __ to

OR

Household income up to__ 754 of families in the state

Eligibility limit for provider subsidy:

% of children age to same as voucher

OR
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Household income up to % FPL

POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

Tax Credit with a Provider Subsidy

39.Do you want to see a tax credit with a providerssuyg?

a Yes - continue
X No — skip to question 42

40.What is the income eligibility limit you would like see
for the provider subsidy portion of this combinatio
expressed as a percent of children in an age doohe
covered or as a multiple of the federal povertg [{RPL)?

% of childrenage  to

OR

Household income up to % FPL

41.What percent of the total cost of care should he izl
by the provider subsidy portion of this combination

Please choose one, then continue:
a 25%
a 50%
a The % difference in the current market rates aed th
estimated cost of high quality care
(I Other, please specify:

Tax Credit with Income-Related Voucher

42.Do you want to see a tax credit with income-related
voucher? (see pg. 72)

a Yes — continue
X No - skip to question 44 see next pagé&?2

43.What is the income eligibility limit you would like see
for the income-related portion of this combination,
expressed as a percent of children in an age doobe
covered, or as a multiple of the federal povertg i
(FPL)?

Eligibility limit for voucher:

% of childrenage __ to

OR
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Household income up to % FPL

POLICY SPECIFICATION

MS RECOMMENDATION

Tax Credit with Provider Subsidy & Income-Related Voucher

44.Do you want to see a tax credit with the combined X Yes - continue
provider subsidy and income-related voucher? g No — stop
45.What percent of the total cost of care should heicl Please choose one, then continue:
by the provider subsidy portion of this combina#on a 25%
a 50%
a The % difference in the current market rates aed th
estimated cost of high quality care
X Other, please specify: 55%

46.Please specify the eligibility limit to be considdrfor
each component of the combination, expressed as a
percent of children in an age group to be covereds a
multiple of the federal poverty line (FPL).

(You can have the same or different eligibility-cdits for the
provider subsidy and income-related voucher postithe
combination. For instance, you may want to considgrovider
subsidy that is paid on behalf of all children ceadpwith an
income-related voucher for some children.)

Eligibility limit for voucher: same as question 3§

% of childrenage __ to

OR

Household income up to __ % of families in the state

Eligibility limit for provider subsidy:

% of children age to sameoashver

OR

)

Household income up to % FPL
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